The article challenges the model of economic oppression in Galilee and argues that the development of Galilean fishing industry and trade gave an economic boost to the local economy. There has emerged a significant interest in ancient fishing technologies and fish production in recent classical scholarship. The article uses these discussions, together with recent archaeological findings in Galilee, especially in Magdala, to reconstruct a more accurate and nuanced portrait of the fishing economy in the region. It is argued that the expansion of the Galilean fishing economy opened up new economic possibilities not only for the elite but also for the members of local fishing collectives. 2 I challenge this model in this article and argue that the expansion of Galilean fish production and trade gave an economic boost to the local economy and that also local collectives of fishermen were able to benefit from this development.
2 growing economic oppression and exploitation.
2 I challenge this model in this article and argue that the expansion of Galilean fish production and trade gave an economic boost to the local economy and that also local collectives of fishermen were able to benefit from this development.
The article first presents the main results of the recent archaeological excavations in Magdala/Taricheae that have revealed how this site was a major and flourishing center of fish production already from the first century BCE onward. After this, the article discusses new interpretations of inscriptions referring to associations of fishermen; this evidence suggests that fishing and the production of fish were not dominated by the state. It is proposed that the expansion of Galilean fishing industry coincides with the increase of fish consumption in the region, which makes it plausible that the investments in the Galilean fishing economy were a response to the growing demand for fish products.
Magdala as a Fishing Center
The recent excavations especially on the Fransiscan property in Magdala have revealed the urban character and prosperity of the site and exposed facilities, most remarkably a It is significant that the foundation of Magdala as an urban center can now be dated to the first century BCE which is the period when Galilee fell into the orbit of the Hasmoneans. 7 The Magdala excavations clearly indicate that the urbanization in the region began already in this period, not just when Herod Antipas founded Tiberias in 19 CE. 8 Jürgen Zangenberg has asked whether the construction of Magdala by the Hasmoneans suggests that they wanted to "safeguard their trade and influence on the Lake in competition to Hellenistic settlements like Philoteria, et-Tell, Hippos and Gadara?" 9 It should be asked also why Antipas chose to build Tiberias and make it the capital of the region instead of Magdala, which was already a flourishing center at the beginning of the first century CE. I suggest that the founding of Tiberias can be seen as part of Antipas' attempts to get the already thriving trade, including the fishing business, under his control.
Genezareth und die Evangelien: Archäologische Forschungen eines jüdischen Fischers
It is most probable that the Magdala harbor and the adjacent structures had an important economical function for the city and its surroundings. The cured fish flesh was the main product (salsamentum) of the fish salting process, whereas fish sauces (garum and liquamen) or fish pastes (allec/allex and muria) were its by-products. Steven Ellis emphasizes that these three products were produced from the same process and it is therefore impossible to distinguish the production of salted fish from the production of fish sauces or to determine what end product was produced in an 20 Wilson, "Fishy Business," 527. For example, a Byzantine edict (Hexabiblos 2.4.22) tries to restrict the manufacture of garum and cheese within a city.
individual vat. 24 Even though garum and other fish sauces and pastes were regularly used in ancient diet, the production of salted fish was the more important activity in terms of food production. 25 Certain kinds of salted fish or fish sauces such as famous garum sociorum were expensive and accessible mainly to the elite. 26 However, cheap low-quality products were a regular part of the diet for the majority of the population;
for example, garum is common in many recipes because it was used instead of salt to season food.
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The Production of Fish in a Jewish Context
Salted-fish products are regularly mentioned in the Mishnah, which speaks for their wide availability even though their use also created a concern about whether these products contain forbidden ingredients. 28 However, despite the reservations expressed in some rabbinic discussions, salted-fish products were probably widely used by Jews. We 24 Ellis, "The Rise," 68. cannot know how broadly rabbinic dietary practices were followed, but many specific rabbinic eating regulations separated those Jews who observed these regulations, not only from non-Jews but also from other, non-rabbinic Jews. 29 In his detailed discussion of Jewish dietary practices in Hellenistic and Roman era Palestine, Justin Lev-Tov has remarked that, given the remains of forbidden species such as pig and catfish in predominantly Jewish settings, dietary customs within the Palestinian Jewish population were more complex than has often been acknowledged.
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In addition, rabbinic rules articulated in m. ͑ Abod. Zar. 2:3-7 (cf. t. ͑ Abod. do not indicate that it was impossible for Jews following these rules to use salted-fish products in their diet. David Freidenreich has shown that these rules are based on a concern that one cannot expect non-Jews to use only ingredients that are permissible to Jews when they prepare food. 31 The basic presumption is that Jews may not consume fish products prepared by non-Jews if it cannot be verified whether these products contain only kosher fish; or, to put it otherwise, the use of these products is allowed if it is certain that they do not contain forbidden fish species. 32 The main source for salted fish would have been smaller species in the Sea of Galilee, especially the gregarious Kinneret sardine and cichlids that can produce large catches and abundant raw material for the fishing industry. Even if dietary regulations similar to those proclaimed in the Mishnah and in the Tosefta had been followed in first-century Galilee, there is nothing in them that would have prevented the development of fish industry in a predominantly
Jewish milieu such as Magdala.
It is difficult to estimate the extent of the trade in Galilean fish products. consumption in the region, which makes it plausible that the investments in the Galilean fishing economy were a response to the growing demand for fish products.
Organization of Fishing and Fishing Rights
In order to find out how fishing was organized in Galilee, we need to rely on comparative material elsewhere in the Roman world, where different kinds of guilds or voluntary associations for various professions were widespread. Professional associations for fishermen are attested in various inscriptions, especially in the eastern part of the empire. 37 The firm evidence for the professional associations of fishermen in
Galilee derives from the Palestinian Talmud where "the fishermen of Tiberias" are mentioned. 38 However, it is possible that Galilean fishermen had already earlier organized their cooperation in some form or another. This cooperation was not necessarily based on such a hierarchical structure with clearly defined assignments as was the case, for example, in a fishing collective responsible for large scale tuna fishing 37 Marzano, Harvesting, 38-50. 39 Annalisa Marzano has remarked that not all collaboration was done in the context of professional associations but it was also based on a more loosely formed business partnership, which was reasonable because of the costs involved in fishing. 40 In this respect, a dedicatory inscription to Poseidon and
Aphrodite from Cyzicus, also on the Sea of Marmara, is noteworthy. 41 This inscription mentions eleven individuals involved in the fishing business who are listed as μέτοχοι, "partners," and headed by ἀρχώνης, most probably to be understood as a "chief contractor" in this connection.
42
It is interesting that Luke uses the same term, μέτοχος, to describe those who fish together with Peter (Luke 5:5). In the same story, Luke uses another term meaning "a partner" or "a companion," κοινωνός, as he defines James and John, the sons of Zebedee, as Peter's partners (Luke 5:10). This word is related to the terminology used in the context of associations where κοινόν was one the terms used for these 39 For the text and discussions of the inscription (I. 50 Already Plato (Leg. 7.824c) says that "the fisherman shall be allowed to hunt in all waters except havens and sacred rivers and pools and lakes, but only on condition that he makes no use of muddying juices." The obscure reference to "muddying juices" is probably to fishing with poisons, a notorious method also known from other sources.
For detailed discussions of other relevant sources, see Ørsted, "Salt," 13-35; Lytle, " suggest that the legal status of the ocean and those reaping its bounty ever changed" even though the power of the state increased with the expansion of the empire.
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The general idea -that fishermen had the right to fish wherever they thought it was best -sometimes created a conflict of interests between owners of maritime villas or other coastal properties and local fishermen. 53 It was not self-evident that rulers would have sided with the rich elite in these conflicts. Quite to the contrary, we have a decree from Antoninus Pius reaffirming that no one can be prohibited from going to the seashore to fish, provided he keeps clear of houses, buildings and monuments. 54 This degree should probably be understood as an intercession in the conflict between the fishermen in Formiae and Caieta and local villa owners who tried to prevent these fishermen from practicing their profession near their estates. Antoninus Pius' reply shows that it was quite conventional to think that access to the sea cannot be regulated but the sea and its resources belong to everyone. The view that fish are common property is attested also in 52 Lytle ("Marine Fisheries," 6-7), with references to relevant legal texts. Galilee was subject to such ownership claims at any time. 56 For example, free access to a lake may have been restricted if the entire lake was located on private property, a situation obviously not applicable to the Sea of Galilee. 57 There was no centralized authority or administration around the lake but the cities of Tiberias, Magdala/Taricheae, Bethsaida/Julias, Hippos and Gadara shared the dominion of the 55 In m. Giṭ. 5:8 it is stated that "the law of theft" applies "in the interests of peace" in part to what is caught in traps set for wild animals, birds or fishes. Rabbi Jose is ascribed a rule that "the law of theft" applies in every respect. The underlying assumption here is that fishes or wild animals belong to everyone, but caught fishes and animals are the property of the owner of the traps and, therefore, "the law of theft" applies to them. 23 lake in the first century CE. 58 In a situation like this, it is probable that fishermen, Jews as well as non-Jews, from different administrative areas were able to practice their profession on the lake without the intrusion of patrolling officials. It is not likely that any kind of central authority would have issued fishing licenses and then tried to control where Galilean fishermen from various cities or towns around the lake laid their nets.
The above conclusion does not mean that the state and its officials would not have had any interest towards local fishermen and their catches. Many Hellenistic and Roman sources speak of special taxes imposed on fish products (e.g., δεκάτην or δεκάται ἰχθύων). 59 It has recently become more and more evident that these references should not be understood as payments paid for the right to fish on the sea but custom dues when the fish was brought to the harbor and entered the markets. 60 These dues would be based on the wholesale value of the catch and they would be paid only on fish that was meant to be sold but not on fish that was used by the households of fishermen. This is 58 Thus De Luca and Lena, "The Harbor," 116. However, the inscription mentions that the Ephesian custom house was built jointly by "the fishermen and fishmongers" (οἱ ἁλιεῖς καὶ ὀψαριοπῶλαι). It is said that they, "having received this location from the city by decree, constructed and dedicated at their own expense (ἐκ τῶν ἰδίων) this custom house for the fish tax" (τὸ τελώνιον τῆς ἰχθυϊκῆς). It may seem strange that a group of people would voluntarily contribute to the building of facilities that aim at the taxation of their own activity. While this would not make any sense if the custom house was meant for selling fishing leases, the activity of Ephesian fishermen and fishmongers is sensible if the building was meant for collecting the tax on the fish that was meant to be sold in the markets of the city. As
Ephraim Lytle has concluded, the building project in Ephesus "best agrees with a scenario whereby fishermen wishing to have access to the city's markets had to deliver their fish at the docks in the harbor and pay in the process a duty on the value of the 61 The custom house is mentioned in an inscription on a stele found perhaps in situ at the southeast corner of the ancient harbor in Ephesus. The inscription can be dated to 54-59 CE because it is dedicated to the emperor Nero and his mother Agrippina and wife Octavia. For the text of the inscription and its interpretation, see Lytle, "A Customs
House , [213] [214] [215] [216] [217] [218] [219] [220] [221] [222] [223] [224] Marzano, Harvesting, [243] [244] [245] [246] . 62 Thus, e. g., Hanson, "The Galilean Fishing Economy," 103.
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catch." 63 The building of the custom house would have ensured that the tax was collected efficiently so that the catch reached the customers unspoiled.
The conditions resulting in the building of a custom house in such a major city as Ephesus were obviously quite different from a Galilean rural village. However, I
suggest that the function of the custom house (τὸ τελώνιον) in Capernaum could be understood to be similar to the custom house in the harbor of Ephesus even though it is probable that local fishermen did not build the house on their own expense as their colleagues did in Ephesus. The Capernaum custom house is not explicitly said to be connected to fishing, but it would make sense to take it as a place where products -not exclusively fish, but also agricultural products -meant for local markets were taxed.
Fabian Udoh's recent discussion on taxes in Galilee supports this conclusion. Udoh considers it probable that Herod Antipas also levied taxes on sales in such rural towns as Capernaum. This is attested by the presence of toll collectors (τελῶναι) that the gospels frequently mention in Galilean settings (Matt 5:46, (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) 11:19, 21 to the attempts of Herod Antipas and his government to regulate and tax commerce even in rural Galilean villages and towns. In this way, the state could interfere in the business of local fishermen even though it is unlikely that fishing rights as such were regulated.
While Galilean fishermen could have sold some of the surplus of their catches in markets of small towns, there is now increasing evidence that fish markets and fish production were highly developed in the region.
Fish Markets and Market Officials
The markets in Magdala as well as in Tiberias seem to have been organized and regulated. This is supported by the discovered lead weights, some of them mentioning a special official, ἀγορανόμος ("a clerk of the market," cf. Latin aedilis). The evidence from other parts of the ancient world shows that agoranomoi had an important role in the sale of fish and fish markets.
A square lead weight was found in a domestic house in Magdala and it contains Phoenician iconography in a cartouche including a portrait of the goddess Tanit. This weight was probably not made in Magdala but bears witness to business activities between Magdala and the coastal Phoenician cities, especially Tyre. It has been suggested that the weight shows that the Phoenician measurement standards were earlier followed in the region whereas the Roman metrological system gained ground gradually from the first century CE onwards. 65 In any case, the use of such weights illustrates that commerce was standardized to prevent deceit and foul play that would most probably lead to legal sanctions.
Two lead weights mentioning ἀγορανόμοι are connected to Agrippa II and, therefore, do not directly make known the administrative situation in Magdala and in Tiberias in the first half of the first century CE. 66 However, these weights bear witness to the continuing influence of these market officials in the region because the existence of such officials is attested for earlier periods as well. Another lead weight found before 1965 mentions Gaius Julius who is said to be an ἀγορανόμος "in the 34th year of Herod the tetrarch." 67 The weight was found in an unspecified location on the western shoreline of the Sea of Galilee, but its reference to Herod Antipas has convinced most scholars that the agoranomos in question operated in Tiberias around 30/31 CE.
penalties on the spot for infringement of the market regulations, and might be called upon to act as arbitrator in disputes over prices."
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Agoranomoi are quite often mentioned in connection with the sale of fish. Fish prices were dependent on seasonal or sometimes even daily variations of catches and, therefore, the supply of fish was beyond the power of any official. In general, smaller fish species were cheaper than larger ones and, therefore, more affordable to ordinary people. 72 There are some Hellenistic inscriptions listing fish species accompanied by their prices. 73 These lists have earlier been taken to mean that the fish were sold in these markets with a price fixed by market officials, but Ephraim Lytle has suggested that "the prices for fish recorded at Akraiphia (and in the similar inscription from Delphi)
are not fixed prices, but maximum prices, intended, at least on the surface, to protect 77 This evidence implies that the emergence of regulated markets brought stability and predictability that would be beneficial both for those who supplied fish for markets and for ordinary consumers of fish.
Conclusion: Fishing and the Galilean Economy
The above discussion has demonstrated that the development of professional fishing activity on the Sea of Galilee was intensified with the investments in Magdala from the first century BCE onwards when Galilee was brought into the Hasmoneans' sphere of 
